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Subject: City of Costa Mesa Comments on Draft |-405 Improvement Project Sg_"‘——ﬂ:éli;nffm\/m DELIVERY
EIREIS Branch Chief - Caltrans District 12
. 2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

Irvine, CA 92612

Altached are City of Costa Mesa's comments on the subject Drafl EIR/EIS. Thank
RE: City of Costa Mesa's Comments to Draft 1-405 Improvement Project

yau.
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)

pursuant to the 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15087,

Dear Ms. Deshpande:
¢ File

Pursuant to 14 California Code of Regulations Section 15087, the City of Cosla Mesa
(“Costa Mesa”) is providing its comments to the State of California Department of Transportation
{"Caltrans”} Draft 1-405 Draft Eovironmentzl Impaet Report/Environmental Impzact Statement
(“RIR/EIS") for the 1-405 Improvement Project (“Project”). Costa Mesa has taken the public
comment period o review the project summary in conjunction with the studies, findings and
conclusions for this Project. (Exhibits B-N; Documents in support of Costa Mesa's Findings.)
During Costa Mesa's review process, & number of concerns were raised including a number of

factual ervors, a deferval of specific analysis of imj and inadeq g

Cosla Mesa’s review and findings discussed below demonstrate that the environmental
benefits of Aliemative 2 far outweigh Alternative 3 consistent with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"). Based upon Costa Mesa's review and findings, with regard to significant
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deficiencies in the EIR/ELS, Costa Mesa believes that the environmental document fails to provide
comprehensive and reasoned analysis and thercfore should be recirculated to add significant new
information to resolve these deficiencies. (Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §
15088.5)

IL. PROJECT SUMMARY

The drafi Envirenmental Impact Report/Envir tal Impact St (EIR/EIS)
prepared for the 1-405 Improvement Project was released for public review and comment on May
18, 2012. The [-405 Improvement project draft FIR/EIS evaluated three different alternatives for
widening the [-405 Freeway between the SR-73 and I-605 Freeways. The alternatives included:

Alternative 1 - Add one lane in each direction on 1-405 Freeway between Euclid Street
and I-605 Freeway;

Alternative 2 — Add two lanes in each direction on [-405 Freeway between Fuclid Street
and 1-605 Freeway; and

Alternative 3 — Add one lane in cach direction on 1-405 Freeway between Euclid Street
and J-605 Freeway and add tolled express lanes on 1-405 Freeway between SR-73 end I-
605 Freeways. This will result in conversion of existing High Qceupancy Vehicle (HOV)
lane to express lane and addition of a second express lane. In addition, the project includes
direct HOV lane to express lane connectors between SR-73 and [-405 Freeways.

0. ABSENCE OF INDEPENDENT REVIEW

First, Cosla Mesa is concerned whether Caltrans, as the lead agency, has met its obligation
under 14 California Code of Regulations Section_135084(e) to independently review and analyze
the EIR, and circulate o draft EIR that reflects its idependent judgment. Costa Mesa recently
became aware that Caltrans secks approval of Alternative 3 in spite of environmental impacts that
favor Alternative 2. This is based on the information that the Regional Transportation Plan
adopted in April 2012 preordains Altemative 3. (Exhibit A; Regional Transporation Plan 2012-
2035 Table.) Costa Mesa again points out that the environmental review process is intended to
seek the public’s input and the environmental effects prior to approval of a project. However,
Exhibit A suggests that the proclivity towards Alternative 3 has already been made in violation of
CEQA.

IV,  LACK OF ADEQUATE DETAIL AND DEFERRAL OF SPECIFIC ANALYSIS

The EIR/EIS omits analysis of a number of impacts that should be addressed.  Although
Caltrans is authorized to defer certain impacts, an analysis of impacts that arc reasonsbly

/
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foreseeable is required. Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho
Cordova, (2007) 40 Cal. 4%412, 53 Cal. Rptr. 821; Stanislaus N Heritage Project v. Count

of Stanislaus, (1996) 48 Cal. App. 4™ 182, 55 Cal. Rptr.2d 625. However, the EIR/EIS defers
analysis of a number of environmental impacts set forth below that are well within its purview at

this juncture in the environmental process.

Page 3.1.6-104: The impacts of construction are not identified in the draft EIR/EIS as it is
deferred to final design phase. Costa Mesa's residents have endured approximately 10
vears of construction due to varicus projects on the [-405 including the SR-55/1-405
Transitway Project, [-405/SR-73 Confluence Project, Susan Street Offramp, I-
405/Fairview Road Interchange and Harbor Boulevard/1-405 Improvement project.
Alterrative 3 will result in significant impacts that would exceed those experienced by all
of the previous projects. This is due to the need for the demolition and reconstruction of
the Fairview Road Bridge and the Harbor Boulevard southbound loop onramp.

Page 3.1.6-106: The EIR/EIS does not address impacts from ramp closures. In addition to
the removal and reconstruction of key interchanges, several area ramps are identified for
closure ranging from 10 to 30 days. In addition to the absence of impact analysis
regarding tamp closures, Costa Mesa is concerned about these closures and requires that
any traffic management plan address the City Fairgrounds and holiday moratorium for
closures.

Page 3.1.6-107: The project defers traffic management plan to the final design phase. Costa
Mesa is concerned about the decision on the preferred alternative being without the benefit
of this analysis that would provide further information on the potential impacts during
construction.

Alternative 3 Layouts: Based on review of Alternative 3 Layout Plans, there is no
information on the toll gantry structure location. It is anticipated that one such structure
would be located in the vicinity of the SR-73 Freeway. The visual impacts associated with
this structure to the adjacent area residents should be documented as part of the draft
EIR/EIS.

Page 3.2.7-43, NOI-1: The EIR/EIS defers the “final decision on whether and how to
construct noise abat ... upan completion of the project design.”

With regard to interior noise levels of residential uses, the EIR/ELS does not address the
ventilation standards as set forth in Chapter 3, Section R303, of the 2010 Residential
Building Code (CRC). Specifically, it is anticipated that impacted residences may have all
windows closed to lessen the fi noise.  Hi , the FIR/EIS should include
analysis and identification of mitigation measures — other than those related to exterior
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sqund walls — to address appropriate mechanical ventilation for habitable rooms with all residences although there are sensitive uses within the noise impact zone. Additional
windows closed. clarification or analysis is needed. Where residential areas are impacted, the street 8

) addresses of the residences should be referenced in technical studies.
The EIR/EIS does not analyze from a noise and air qm]il}_f standpoint, the location or
relocation of mechanical and gravity outdoor air intake openings for impacted residences. 5 The SR-73 Confluence Project’s EIR addressed noisc impects during the environmental
The EIR should not defer analysis or mitigation of noise impacts of interior residential review process. The noise impacts of SR-73 should be included in Caltrans analysis of 9
structures. An assessment of the nature of these impacts on sensitive uses and the success noise impacts.

of proposed mitigation measures is needed.
Toll Lare Conversion: Since this is an interstate freeway system that is owned and

Page 3.2.7-31 provides discussion of sou_nd wall 3614A and S614B for the area south of controlled by the federal government, the opinion of the Federal Highway Administration 10
Bristol Street to Euclid Strect for one residence. However, for Alternative 3, the EIR/EIS (FHWA) on the conversion of existing free High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV). There is no
does not provide analysis regarding impacts o sensitive uses, including other impacted provision of the replacement capacity for the loss of the free HOW lane.
residences, by street address. Additionally, given the extent of the environmental impacts
of Altemative 3 in Costa Mesa, it should be considered that all noise mitigation measures > 6 As demonstrated by the aforementioned comments, the EIR/EIS ignores a number of
should not be categorized as “not reasonable” due to a formulaic consideration of the cruciel impacts that Caltrans is required to address. Under Public Resources Code Section
acoustic benefit to the construction cost. For example, Sound wall S614A or S614B 21092(b), the EIR/EIS should include some degree of forecasting in evaluating & project’s
should be implemented to offset the noise impacts to this residence regardless of the environmental impacts. 14 Cal. Code of Regs. Section 15144, San Francisco Ecology Ctr, v. City
consiruction cost. & County of San Francisco, (1975) 48 Cal. App. 3d 584, 595; 122 Cal. Rptr. 100. However,

i < deferring an analysis of these impacts not only portends that the environmental impacts do not
Noise Mitigation NOI-2 and NOI-3 fm short-term construction noise;  These noise exist but also ignores a (houghtful process as to how those negative impacts can and should be

mitigation measures are considered to the significant noise impaets mitigated.
experienced by sensitive receptors. Cos*a Mesa suggests the following additional
mitigation measure for shori-lerm construction impacts:

; . X V. INACCURATE DATA
A mivimum of 120 days prior to the commencement of any construction activity, a

construction noise mitigation plan shall be approved by the City of Costa Mesa. This plan Further, under 14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15151, the EIR/EIS must be prepared with a
shall contain information such as: sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-mekers with the information needed to make an
. . intelligent decision concerning a project’s environmental consequences. However, the FEIR/EIS
. Name & Contact Information of Responsible Party > 7 relies upon inaccurate data in a number of areas that exaggerates Altemative 3 benefit as the best
. Address of impacted sensitive receptors . option. These factual inaceuracies include, but are not necessarily limited 1o, the following:
. Timeline for Demolition Construction Work, Excavation Construction Wark,
Foundation Construction IWm'k, Other (I.ﬂnsh'uctlﬂn Work Table 3.1.6-2: The draft EIR/EIS projected a growth in traffic of over 25% over the
. 24-hour ¢ tion hotline for compl i . next 10 years. This growth is overstates and does not reflect the patterns that were
. Locmion_md Specifications for Temporary/Moveable Scund Barriers during observed over the past several vears, The projected growth in traffic over the next 30 11
construction. years is approximately 42% and is also high, given the level of build out in the study
This Construction Noise Mitigation Plan shall be mailed to property owners of sensitive e
land uses & minimum of 60 days prior to construction. Page 3.1.6-2: The EIR/EIS states that the study area was divided into three segiments,
: . . o . . " “based on similarity of lane cross-section” One of the segments is SR-73 to
Table 3, Noise Abatement Information: This table identifics noise harriers that are within Brookhurst Street. THowever, this segment has two distinet characteristics. The area 12
the vicinity of sensitive uses, sueh as single-family residential, multi-family residential, a 8 within Costa Mesa’s jurisdiction has seven or eight travel lanes in each direction,
motel, and schools. This table indicates “N/A™ under the column of number of benefitted ;
4 5
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whereas the area to the north of Eueclid Street has five lanes in cach direction. This
results in misrepresentation of level of impacts within Costa Mesa limits.

Table 3.1.6-14: The number of lanes shown for the SR-73 to Rrookhurst Street
segment does not reflect actual number of existing travel lanes within Costa Mesa.
The southbound direction has seven mixed-flow lanes and a HOV lane and the
northbound direction has seven mixed-flow lanes from SR-73 to north of Fairview
Road bridge and six mixed-flow lanes from north of Fairview Road to the Santa Ana
River, in addition to HOV lane, The ption for throughput is not expleined in the
study. A value of 1,200 vehicles per hour was used for caleulation of throughput,
without any clear basis provided for using this assumption. Based on existing counts
provided, the freeway carried well in excess of 12,000 velicles per hour during the
peak hours. Tlowever, the throughput provided for Costa Mesa section for existing
and Alternatives 1 and 2 are only 8,400 vehicles per hour. The throughput value
seems to be significantly understated in the analysis,

Page 3.1.6-21: In Paragraph 3, existing volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios are provided as
a range for the entire freeway segment. However, the Costa Mesa portion of the 1-405
Freeway has significantly better vic ratios. During the AM peak hour, existing vic
ratio range in Costa Mcsa is 0.81 to 1.09 and during the PM peak hour, the v/c ratio
range is 0.78 to 0.94. This is due to completion of significant freeway widening over

12

> 13

Page 3.1.6-81: Alternative 1’s v/c ratios for 2020 and 2040 are provided as a range for \

the entire freeway segment. However, the Costa Mesa portion of the 1-4035 Freeway
has significantly better v/c ratios. This is due to completion of significant freeway
widening over the past 10 years to meet existing and future demands within Costa
Mesa.

Page 3.1.6-92: Alternative 2's v/c ratios for 2020 and 2040 are provided as a range for
the entire freeway segment. However, the Costa Mesa portion of the 1-405 Freeway
has significantly better v/c ratios. This is due to completion of significant freeway
widening over the past [0 years to meet existing and future demands within Costa
Mesa.

Page 3.1.6-99: Alternative 3's v/c ratios for 2020 and 2040 are provided as a range for
the entire freeway segment. However, the Costa Mesa portion of the [-405 Freeway
has significantly better v/c ratios. This is due to completion of significant freeway
widening over the past 10 years to meet existing and future demands within Cesta
Mesa.

Page 3.1.6-101: In the 3" paragraph, there is discussion of SR-73/1-405 northbound
merge. ‘This interchange was constructed in early 2000s as part of the 1-405/SR-73
Confluence Project at a total cost of approximately $50,000,000. Three lanes from
SR-73 join four lanes on [-405 in the northbound direction. The third lane of SR-73

b,

>17

the past 10 years 10 meet existing and future demands within the Costa Mesa. The
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes also have better v/c ratios within Costa Mesa
compared to the rest of the corridor. <

drops approximately 2,200 feet north of the merger of the two freeways. With the
proposed Alternative 3, the three lanes of SR-73 are reduced to two lanes. This will
create inereased density on the ramp and at the merge point and would result in
significant {raffic issues, The statement that the reduction in lanes will remave
bottleneck is not justified. If there is a bottleneck, there should be a recommendation
to increase the merge length as part of Alternative 2. _J

Page 3.1.6-39: A single forecast was developed for all three alternatives. The
alternatives are quite different in the level of improvement, and utilizing a single
forecast will not represent true conditions. In Alternative 1, there may be additional
impacts to arterial intersections when compared to Alternatives 2 and 3. These will
not be reflected in the znalysis as conducted. This will short-change the mitigations
for arterials and intersections if Alterative 1 was selected as the preferred alternative.
Table 3.1.6-2 provides traffic volumes for various alternatives that show higher
volumes for Alternative 3 than other alternetives. This should be carried through in 16
the analysis as well.

~15

As demonstrated by the aforementioned comments, the EIR/EIS relies upon & number of
tnaccuracies that inflate the environmental benefit of Alternative 3.

VI. INSUFFICIENT OR ALTOGETHER ABSENT MITIGATION MEASURES

14 Cal. Code of Regs. Section 151264(a) requires lead agencies to consider feasible
mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce a project's significant environmental impacts,
However, in a number of areas, the mitigation measures proposed in the EIR/EIS are insufficient,
To demonstrate:

Page 3.1.6-40: No Build Alternative’s volume-to-capacity (“v/c™) ratios for 2020 and
2040 are provided as a range for the entire freeway segment. However, the Costa
Mesa portion of the 1-405 Freeway has significantly better v/c ratios. This is due to 17
completion of significant freeway widening over the past 10 years fo meet existing and

o - H 5
Sutmeidemands yoithin Coste Mee: The EIR should give full consideration to interior noise levels of sensitive uses and
appropriate abatement of any noise impacts to achieve minimally acceptable interior noise 19
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standards. Other practical may include: h 1 ventilation systems, triple- Element of the Cily's General Plan. The purpose of the Noise Element is to limit the
19 of the o ity to ive noise levels. The EIR/EIS should address any

paned glass windows, etc.

discrepancies with the City of Costa Mesa’s Moise Element and provide appropriate noise

Nevada Avenue lmpacts: The proposed direct connector from eastbound Ellis Avenue to mitigation measures to the City’s adopted interior and exterior noise levels for sensitive
southbound 1-405 Freeway requires widening of the freeway adjacent to Moon Park and USEs.
several residences along Nevada Avenuoe. Under the existing conditions, there is a dirt
slope with a 12-foot sound wall, located approximately 25° from the backyard of Page 3.2.7-43: This indicates that “All noise abatement oplions were considered; however,
residences. This will be replaced by a retaining wall of up to 16" foot and a 12° sound because of the constrained configuration and suburban location of the proposed project,
wall, located approximately 6' from the backyard of residences. This will create > construction of noise barriers are the only abatement measuwre considered practical.” The
significant noise, air quality and visual impacts to these properties. Several solutions 20 City’s General indicates that it is the goal of the City of Costa Mesa to protect its citizens
should be considered to address this issue including deviating from standard lane and and property from injury, damage, or destruction from noise hazards and to work towards
shoulder widths, high-density ion such as planting of trees between the improved noise abatement. This goal includes protection of exterior and interior areas of 23
retaining wall and residences and also relinquishing excess portion of right-of-way to sensitive uses,
residences.
< Additionally, where noise barriers may have been identified, the EIR indicates that they
Moise Mitigation NOI-2 and MOI-3 for shori-term conmstruction noise: These noise may be dismissed due to cost/benefit determinations. General Plan Policy N-1A4
mitigation measures are considered inadequate to address the sipnificant noise impacts “encourages Caltrans to construct noise atlenuation barriers along State freeways and
e:i_p_eﬂef:ced by sensitive receptors. Costa Mesa sugpests the following additional highways adjm’E'ng residential and ml?dm noise sensitive arcas.” General Plan Policy N-
mitigation measures: 1A3 requests that “appropriate site design measures are incorporated into residential
> 21 developments, when required by an acoustical study, to obtain appropriate exterior and
While the precise details of the sound wall design may not be known until project design, interior noise levels.” The EIR/EIS should address conformance with the Costa Mesa
the EIR/EIS should meaningfully analyze and identify the specific noise mitigation General Plan,
measures at the time the project is approved and not defer “whether and how” noise
mitigation may or may not oceur al the future date.
< VIII. ATERNATIVE 2 IS ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR TO ALTERNATIVE 3
Additional comments that require Caltrans review and response are the following:
According to 14 Cal. Code of Regs. Section 15126.6(¢), the evidence supporting Caltrans’
Appendix F and Page 3.2.7-3 refers to the Noise Study Report (NSR) (June 2011) and the ~ 22 decision should be included in the administrative record. However, the number of factual errors
Final Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR) (September 2011). Other than table and and deferred impact analysis that Caltrans relies upon in supporting Alternatives 3 violates Section
ﬁhgu&ede]:cefpls, these ;portt; are nofi. included in Azfe?dide, Noise, of the EIR/EIS. Tt 15126.6{c). Furthermore, the ETRII;:Iiimpac: L{:lend;cgsuaiur Allcmawtidv:[ 2 zd :\Im—-t:;c 3 are
sho clear as to where the complete reports can be found. _J comparable in a number of areas such that once tual errors erred impact analysis are
accounted for, Altemative 2 is in effect the best alternative under CEQA.!
VII. PR CT FAILS TO CONFO! THE COSTA MES RAL PLAN The areas in which the EIR/EIS are comparable or more favorable to Alternative 2 include,
but at not limited to:
The EIR/EIS violates the City of Costa Mesa General Plan in a number of areas set forth
below. {}Tne:al is;llms require further mitigation measures in order to ensure conformity with Costa Figure 3.1.6-3: Alternative 3 res:‘lits iud“: Igss oBf a Imn:;;l ﬂt_)[};.'j lane IT" northbound 1-405 24
Mesa’s Gen an. Freeway between Fairview Road and Harbor Boulevard. is will result in increased
congestion in this segment of the freeway.
Page 3.2.7-2, Table 3.2.7-1, Noise Abatement Criteria describes NAC, Hourly A-Weighted
MNoise Level, dbA Leg(h): The levels described in this table for residences are shown as 67 -
Exterior and 52 Interior. These levels differ from the noise levels shown in the Noise 23 1 Costa Mesa’s review of the EIR/EIS finds that Alternative 1 should not be given further consideration given its
environmental impacts,
8 9
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Table 3.1.6-6: This table provides a speed index summary including average speeds over The factus] emors, a deferral of specific analysis of impacts, and inadequate mitigation
the 1-405 corridor for various alternatives. The 1able indicates that the overall speeds in measures are so extensive that the EIR/EIS should be recirculate with these issues addressed.
mixed-flow lanes are either better or very similar for Alternative 2 compared to Alternative Once recirculation is completed with accurate information and proper analysis, the City is
3. Given that over 80% of traffic is in the mixed-flow lanes, Altemative 2 provides the confident that the environmental benefits of Altemative 2 far outweigh Alternative 3 subject fo
greatest benefit to most of the users of the corrdor. inclusion of appropriale mitigation measures proposed by Costa Mesa.
Table 3.1.6-7: This table provides travel times and confirms the earlier discussion on better Sincerely,
speeds in mixed-flow lanes for Altemnative 2. As an example, the travel times for -
southbound 1-4035 are approximately 15%better for Alternative 2 than Altemative 3 during ﬁ\ ]V—_\,/{—
the AM peak hour in year 2040, ] /Z

Thomas P-Duarte
Page 3.1.6-27: A comparison of vehicle hours of delay is shown for No Build and project City Aftorney
alternatives. Alternatives 2 and 3 result in 84% and 86% reduction in vehicle hours of City of Costa Mesa
travel, respectively, compared to No Build Alternative. Therefore, there is no significant
change in leve! of performance between these two alternatives. 24
The EIR/EIS indicates that ‘the termini have been logically chosen based on geography Ce: Costa Mesa City Couneil
and transportation needs to ensure adequate response to transportation deficiencies at and Costa Mesa Planning Commission
around these points of intersection.”” Based on this premise, additional comparative Tom Hatch, Chief Executive Officer
analysis should be given between the different alternatives. Specifically, Altermnative 3 Peter Naghavi, Deputy CEO/Director of Economic and Dev. Services
would be the environmentally weakest option compared to the Alternatives 1 and 2 due to Claire Flvnn, Deputy Director of Developmernt Services
the greater extent of impacted arcas. Ernesto Munoz, Public Services Director
Raja Sethuraman, Transportation Services Manager

Page 3.1.6-98: Paragraph 1 provides information on access to the proposed Express
Lanes in Alternative 3. Access is provided at SR-73, Magnolia Street/Warner Avenue,
Bolsa Avenue/Goldenwest Street, SR-22 and 1-605. Traffic from Costa Mesa entering
at Fairview Road and Harbor Boulevard, two major gateways to/from Costa Mesa,
will not bave access to the Express Lanes for several miles. Thus, traffic is in the
congested five mixed-flow lanes that are narrowed from the seven-lane seotion within j
Costa Mesa.

IX. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, CEQA requires that a feasible alternative is capable of being accomplished
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. The EIR/EIS does not meaningfully
address the adverse social and economic impacts to Costa Mesa with repard to Altemative 3, given
an unprecedented proposal to locate toll roads on a state highway and given the proximily to 25
residential uses, the significant short-term and long-term impacts to the Costa Mesa's major
employment and commercial centers.

10 11
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FXHIBIT A_| REGIONAL TRANSPORTA TION PLAN 20122035 ‘TABLE

EXHIBITB | LETTER FROM COSTA MESA CITY COUNCIL MA VOR ERIC
BEVER TO OCTA BOARD MEMBER PAUL GLAAR DATED MAY
0, 2012

EXHIBIT C_| COSTA MESA CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 1240
EXHBITD | EMAILS FROM DPEDRNGGMAIL.COM, GQUINN2GCC RILCOM, |
FREDDYPEREZ2011@YAHOO.00M

JOELMAGGIE@SBCOLOBAL NET, 3DOUGHTY@CCRROOM,
TRISHCDC@OMATL.COM, KATHLERNRAMP@Y AHOO.COM, &
TENNISHERITAGE@ADL.COM TO CITY OF COSTA MESA
| DATED MAY 5, 2013

EXHBITE | EMAILS FROM SLUCYE 1 @AOT.COM,
PAMELITAROSE@SBCGLOBAL NET, IMS92648@CA RR.COM,
ERIKANDSUSYB@YAHOO.CO
UNITEDMEIGHBORS@CMPREPARED.COM TO CITY OF COSTA
MESA DATED MAY 6, 2012

ENHIBIT F

FLOMAMA@AOL.COM TO CITY OF COSTA MESA DATED MAY |
7,2012 o -
EXHIBITG | EMATL FROM PAULANNEKELLY@CA RR.COM TO CITY OF

o |COSTAMESADATEDJUNEI7.2012
EXINBITH | LETTER FROM GARY PEACOCK TO PETER NAGHAVI DATED |
| OCTOBER 19, 2010

EXRHIBITT | EMAIL FROM PETER NAGHAVI TO JACKNPEGH @CA BR.COM |
DATED NOVEMBER 22, 2010; CALCSI224@GMAIL.COM DATED
NOVEMBER 15, 2010; RSCHOWEI TH@ADL. COM DATED
NOVEMBER 14, 2010; BEANCOUNTER-1@HOTMAIL. COM
| DATED OCTOBER 27, 2010; & STEVEM@IIS | NET DATED
OCTOBER 28, 2010.

EXHIBITT | EMALL FROM MLBRUM@EATT.NET T0 RAJA SETHURAMAN |
| DATED OCTOBER 22, 2010

EXHIBITK | OPPOSITION SIGNATURES FROM CORTNIE, LOUISE STOVER,

i | FRED MERKLE AND JULIE ANN MERKLE

EXEIBITL | HALECREST/ALL OF FAME RESIDENT PETITION DATED

| FEBRUARY 6, 2011

[EXTIBITM | CD OF CITY COUNCIL MPETING —

EXHIEIT N LETTER FROM ANDRYA N. POWERS DATED JULY ]_6,‘2012

GL1 Continued
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RECEIVRED Mr. Glaab and Honorzble Board Members
CITY OF COSTA MESA Page Two_
CALFORNLA 625281200 .0, BOX 1200 JUN 07 2012 May 30, 2012

e

FROM THE CFFIGE OF THE MAYOR

s

May 30, 2012

Mr. Paul Glaab, Chairman, Board of Direclors
Members of Board of Dirsclors

Crange Counly Transportation Authority

P.D. Box 14184

Orange, CA 92863-1584

SUBJECT: i-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT '

Dear Chaiman Glaab and Honorable Board Members:

The Clty of Costa Mesa wishes to thank Crange County Transporlation Autharity [OCTA) staff,
nelucing Chie® Execulive Officer Will Kempton, for the informafive presentsfion on the 1405
improvement Project alternatives at the City Councll Study Session on May 8, 2012, The City
appreciates OCTA’s efforts in planning and cocrdinating transportation improvements throughout
Orange County and implementing fransportation solutions thal are vital 1o the long-term ne=ds of
residents and visitors of the Crange Counly area.

As home to nationally renowned retail centers, which are major tax generatars in Crange County,
the City of Costa Mesa is very keen and forward-fonking in assuring that adequate transportation
infrastructure, and zpproprisle access to &l venues s in place. HAocordingly, the City has
extensively participated with OCTA on a significant number of projects, inciuding the 1-405/SR-55
Transitway, and |-405/SR-72 Confluence projects. Over e pzsl several years, the City has also
worked with OCTA on the 1-405 Major dnvestmant Study (MIS) and subsequent phases of this
project.

e s A | L I€ SERVICES

+ The Cily recently implemented uitimate improvemeants to the Fairview Roadf|-405 interchange
and the Harbor Boulevard/-405 Interchange, with adequale capacity to handle the projected
buildout of North Costa Mesa. The fotal cost of these improvements was approximatety $11
million and the residents endured approximately 18 months of construction for these projects,

» The Fairview Road bridge over the 1-405 Freeway and the Harbor Soulevard onramp fo the
southbound -405 Freewsy will nesd to be completely demolished and reconstructed as a result
of Altermative 3, resulling in major impacts (o the City's circulalion system: and

» Implementation of Alternative 3 will result in major construction impacis fo the neighbicthoods
for approximately 54 months. These residenls have already endured several years of
construction with the Transitway and Confluence projzets, as well as tha recent widening of the
Fairview Road/l-405 Intercharige and the Harbor Boulevard/l-405 Interchange raconstruction.

« The residents of the City, visitors to our major hopping centers and art venues, will have fo
pay to use the proposed High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes compared with the existing free
HOW lanes.

As OCTA stafl observed al the Cily Council Study Session of May B, 2012, a large number of
residents spoke against the project and submitted letters, e-malle, and petifions expressing their
opposition to Altermalive 3. This opposition is due to the many reasons mentioned above, as well
as the lack of benefit to community and area residents.

While a forma! position on the 1-405 alternatives was not taken by the City Council at this meeting,
several members have expressed their significant concern with the proposed Alternative 2. The
City Councll, as well as stzfl, believes that all longtem, planned improvements on the |1-405
Fraeway within the Costa Mesa City limits have already been implemented with the completion of
the Transitway and Conflusnce projects and the focus on further improvements to the |-405
Freeway should be north of the Santa Ana River. Accordingly, the community would like to see a
change in direction with regards to the proposed project,

As always, the Clty looks forward to working with OCTA on potential solutions to regional
transportation issues. If you have any questions, please contact Ermeste Munoz, Public Services
Director, at (714) 754-5343,

In February 2005, al the conclusion of the 1-405 MIS, the recommended study alternatives Sincerely,

included the addition of either one or two General Purpose lanes on the 1-405 in sach direction

north of the Santa Anz River. Civen that the freeway widening and ullimate improvements within

the City's section of 1-405 have been compleled, the selected improvement options were well Vo ?-S-‘:‘*E"'—"_"-‘
received by the Costa Mesa community and we were looking forward fo the completion of the |-

408 Improvement Project.  However, the later addition of Alternative 3, primarily as a financial Eric R. Bever

mechanism for the 1-405 improvements, is of uimost concern to our community. Mayor

This new Alternative 3 will impact the City of Costa Mesa in many ways, as listed helow:

*  Alternative 3 proposes a new direct High Occupancy Vehicla (HOV) connector from the SR-73
1o the 1405, which will result in the widening of the freeway foolprint between the SR-73 and
the Santa Ana River;

+  As the Costa Mesa segment of the 1-405 between the SR-73 to the Santa Ana River has
already been improved to its ultimate configurstion using approXimately 350m federzl daollars,
the new project offers no mixad-flow lanes added within Costa Mesa's Citv limits, In fact,
between the SR-73 and north of Falrview Road, Alternative 3 results in the loss of one mixed-
flow lane In the northbound direction;

7T FAR DRIVE

FHOME. (714] 7545283+ FAX (7141 TAGE350 + TODE [T16) TSOSE00  + W i ARAIS-mann ra e

] Coeta Masa City Council
+TCosla Mesa Planning Commission
Will Kemptan, CEO, OCTA
Tom Hateh, Chief Executive Officer
Ernesto Munoz, Public Services Director .
Raja Sethuraman, Transportation Services Manager
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EXHIBIT “C”

GL1 Continued

RESOCLUTION NO. 12-40

A RESCLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF COSTA MESA, CALIFORNIA, SUPPORTING
ALTERNATIVES 1 AND 2 AND OFPOSING
ALTERNATIVE 3 IN THE SAN DIEGO FREEWAY (1-405)
IMPROVEMENT PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (EIR/EIS).

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COSTA MESA HEREBY DETERMINES
AND RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, the City of Costa Mesa in cooperation with the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) and the State of California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) implemented regional improvements and freeway widening
within the City of Costa Mesa limits to meet existing and future transportation needs at
a cost of over $100 million between SR-55 Freeway and Santa Ana River; and

WHEREAS, OCTA was the lead agency in the preparation of Major Investment
Study (MIS) for the 1-405 Freeway improvements between SR-73 Freeway and 1-605
Freeway that resulted in recommendation of Alternatives 1 and 2, adding either one
lane or two lanes in each direction tc the 1-405 Freeway between Euclid Street and |-
405 Freeway, as locally preferred alternatives; and

WHEREAS, in January 2009 a new Alternative 3 was added to the [-405
Improvement Project during the Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement {EIR/EIS) phase of the 1-405 Improvement Project that extends the project
widening and construction to SR-73 Freeway; and

WHEREAS, Alternative 3 includes construction of a new express lane connactor
between the SR-73 and 1-405 Freeways and addition of two express lanes within the
City of Costa Mesa limits; and

WHEREAS, Alternative 3 requires the complete demolition and reconstruction of
the Fairview Road/I-406 Interchange that was upgraded by the City of Costa Mesa
three years ago et a cost of approximately $7 million, and the removal and
reconstruction of southbound Harbor Boulevard to southbound {-405 Freeway onramp;

and

March 2015
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF ORANGE ) ss
CITY OF COSTAMESA )

I, BRENDA GREEN, Interim City Clerk of the City of Costa Mesa, DO HERERY
CERTIFY that the above and foregoing is the original of Resolution No. 12-40 and was
duly passed and adopled by the City Council of the City of Costa Mesa at a regular
meeting held on the 19™ day of June, 2012, by the following roll call vote, to wit:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:! BEVER, RIGHEIMER, LEEGE, MENSINGER,
MONAHAN
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  NCNE

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS:  NONE

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereby set my hand and affixed the seal of the
City of Costa Mesa this 20" day of June, 2012.

Prudo. Ozen

BRENDA GREEN, [
INTERIM CITY CLERK

(SEAL)

EXHIBIT “D”
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent; Monday, May 07, 2012 8:15 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: 405 Widening

From: DPEDRN [matlo:dpedr@gmail.oom]
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2002 12:00 PM
To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: 405 Widening

Please don't allow Costa Mesa to suffer from widening the freeway, which iso't needed, and destroying a new
(Fairview) bridge just to help generate building funds and grants. The work isn't needed, the cost to the
community is great, and the responsibility for generating funds for work elsewhere (and job security, perhaps)
should e with those areas that might benefit, rather than those, like Costa Mesa, that will suffer with little or no

henefit.

Thanks,

Dennis Popp

2078 Goldeneye, Costa Mesa

714,758.5251

GL1 Continued

SETHURAMARN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:15 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: "NO 405 WIDENING® PLEASERIIININN

From: Geargette Quinn [mailto:gquinn2@ca.mr.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2012 12:11 PM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: "NO 405 WIDENING™ PLEASENI 111N

Georgetts M. Quing OMIT
President OCASSE 2011-2012
1750 Whiltier Ave

Costa Mesa, CA 92627

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:15 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTCO, SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: NO 405 WIDENING

—Criginal Message-—-—

From: Freddy Perez [mailto-fredayperez2011 @yahoo com)
Sent Saturdgay, May 05, 2012 1:52 PM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subjecl. MO 405 WIDENING

I vehemenlly disapprove of optin 3 proposed by OCTA. Insufficient traffic assessment has been done In regards to its
ramifications. | say NO 405 aption 311

Frederick Parez

Sent from my iPhone
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO, SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: no 405 widening

--—-Criginal Message--—

From: john doughty [mailto: 3doughly @ca.r.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2012 3:23 P4

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: no 405 widening

no 405 widening, no allernalive 3
Jobn M. Doughty

1354 Garlingford St.

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: ho 405 widening

Fram: Patricia Camacho [mailto:trishcdo@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2012 4:05 PM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: No 405 widening

We are apainst this , Alternative 3 and the Fairview overpass bridge and the HOT lanes.
sincerely,

Dr. & Mis. Hilario Camacho

Costa Mesa residents

1782 Kenwood Place

GL1 Continued

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO, SETHURANMAN, RAJA
Subject: FIV: NO 405 WIDENING

From: Kathlcen Ramp [mailto: p@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2012 7:01 PH
To: HATCH, THOMAS; BEVER, ERIC
Subject: NO 405 WIDENING

 We oppese Alternative 3 of the OCTA's freeway construction project because:

- It is woefully underfunded with a shortfall of $1.1 billion, with fulure speculative toll fees--witness the 73 toll
shortfalls

- I eliminates the carpoc] lane near Costa Mesa

- It involves extensive years-long construction, meaning traffic delays and pollution for Costa Mesa

- Tt demolishes the recently rebuilt Fairview bridge, with the accompanying dislocation of traffic patterns.

Sincerely,

Kathleen and Larry Ramp

411 Gloucester Drive

Costa Mesa 92627

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA
From: HATCH, THOMAS
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM
Teo: MUNDOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FWV: 405 widaning
From: ish @aol.com [malito: isheritage@aol.com)
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2002 10:53 PM
To: HATCH, THOMAS
Subject: 405 widening
There is no need to widen the 405. 1t will create more I since the estimates are never corect. California

is without such projects deep enough i the red and our taxes are already the highest in the Nation, Anything the
Government louchss s a lost cavse. Lel private investors get involved if they see they can make it work and they might

Unfortunatety | cannot attend the meeting on Tuesday. Rolf Jaeger, 2048 Phalarope Court, Costa Mesa.

Thanks for sharing my view on this projecl.

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:13 AM

To: MUNDZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: [BULK]

Iimportance: Low

—-—Original Message-—

From: Debbee Serano [mailto:Slucys1@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 08, 2012 5:27 AWM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: [BULK]

Imporiance: Low

Dear Mr. Hatch,
No Widening of the 405 at faindew. Our city is a cut through for Huntington Beach and Fountain Valley.

¢ EXHIBIT “E”
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I live in the Halecrest homes and the nolse is already extreme with the pastwidenng. The dirt and dust from the lreeways

are unhealihy tor our City.
Stop the madness no widening of the 405 at fairview.
Thank you,

Debbie Serrano
Slucys1@acl.com

SETHURALRAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:13 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: ne widening of the 405

---Originel Message-—--

Fram: Debble Serrano mailto: Siucy6 1 @aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2012 5.30 AM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: no widening of the 405

Mo widening of 405 at Fairview

Debbie Serrana
3023 Warren
Gosta Mesa
Shucy61@aol.com

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOKAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:13 AM

Ta! MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: Fy: “Build Alternative 3"

—-—Lriginal Messagg-—-

From: Pamela Maddox [mailio: pamelitarose@sbeaglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 05, 2012 7:55 AM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: "Build Alternative 3"

My view is "NO 405 WIDENING"
Flease share this at council mtg.

Thank you,

GL1 Continued

Pamela Maddox
3105 Loren Lans
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

Pameaia Maddox
Metamorfosi Design
940.422.0256

Sent from my iPhone

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:13 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: : FW: NO 405 WIDENING

From: Mark Sachs [mailto:jms92648@Eca.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2012 3:18 AM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: NO 405 WIDENING

Mr. Hatch,

A simple message NO 405 WIDENING!

Mark Sachs

2713 Sandpiper Dr.

Costa Mesa

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 813 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO, SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW. NO 405 WIDENING

From: Erik and Susy Brommers [mailto: erikandsusyb@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2012 7:44 FM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: NO 405 WIDENING

Allernative 3 will NOT be beneficial to Costa Mesa. It is also a WASTE of taxpayer money.

Susana Brommers, homeowner

1218 Dorset Ln

Costa Mesa

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, Kay 07, 2012 8:13 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO, SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: 2405 Fwy. Project

Attachments: imageDDZ.git

From: Diane [mall itedneighbors@cmprepared com]
Sent: Sunday, May 06, 2012 9:20 PM

To: HATCH, THCMAS

Subject: 405 Fwy. Project

Please don't widen the 1405 Fwy.
EXHIBIT “F”
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

GL1 Continued

From: HATCH, THOMAS Diane Hill
Sent: Maonday, May (7, 2012 815 AM

To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: FW. 1405 project 1288 Londonderry St.

From: Paul [mailto:hillassociates@att.net]
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM
To: HATCH, THOMAS

Cc: eric.heaver@oostamesaca.gov
Subject: [405 project

Mo 405 widening in M s needed or desired,

Cosla Mesa

Description: Deseription: Deseription: Description: Deseription: image001

Diane Hill: (714) 546-4252 Voice (714) 540-1288 FAX

unitedneighbors@emprepared.com; United Neighbors Website

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:12 AM
Paul Hill To: MUNOZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW. | oppose the reconfiguration of the 405773 freeways.

1288 Londonderry 5¢

Costa Mesa, CA 82626-2664

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Fram: HATCH, THOMAS

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 8:14 AM

To: MUNDZ, ERNESTO; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: FW: no 405 widening!!

From; Maggie LeFave [mailto:jeelmangie@sheglobal net]
Sent: Saturday, May 05, 2012 3:27 PM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: no 405 widening!!

From: Flo Martin [mailto:flomama@aocl.com]

Sent: Monday, May 07, 2012 12:38 AM

To: HATCH, THOMAS

Subject: I oppose the reconfiguration of the 405/73 freaways,

As a long-resident of Costa Mesa, I oppose any reconfiguration
of the 405/73 freeways" interchange. Enough is enough. We
heed to work to improve rapid transit, not freeways.

Fle Martin
Live today as if it were the first day of your life and also your last.

10
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CORDON, CHRISTINE
F.n:;m: SHELTON, KELLY
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2012 3:39 AM
To: CITY COUNCIL
Ce: GREEN, BRENDA; CORDON, CHRISTINE

Subject: FW: | 405 improvement project
Importance: High

From: paulannekelly@ca.rr.com [mailto: paulannekelly@ca.rr.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 17, 2012 2:26 PM

To: op2council

Subject: 1 405 improvement project

Importance: High

Dear Cost Mesa City Council Members;

| am very concerned abeut the plans to “improve the traffic flow” in the | 405 corridor between the |
£05 and 5R 73. 1 attended the Caltrans presentation about this project on June 4th at OCC. Although
the current traffic situztion and the projected situstion for a few years dowwn the road indicates that
something should be done to improve the traffic flow-through, | believe that the third alternative that
is being proposed would be very bad for the City of Costa Mesa,

First of all, it strikes me as being terribly wasteful to destroy the newly improved Fairview Ave.
overpass bridge which cost us about $7,000,000 anly 3 years ago.

secondly, the use of HOV/"Cxpress Lanes”, rather than diamond lanes seems to me to be gimmick to
generate revenue to off-cet the large cost of this alternative, rather than a means of increase traffic
through-put. The designs for the entrance and exit locations for these lanes make them almost
inaccessible for Costa Mesans. People using these lanas would have a difficult time to exit them so as
to shop in either South Coast Plaza or downtown Costa
Mesa.

Therefore, | strongly recommend that you write a resolution to Caltrans and OCTA expressing the
city's strong objection Lo alternative # 3

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul D. Kelly {resident of Costa Mesa for 39 years)

2736 Mendoza Dr., Costa Mesa, CA 92626

EXHIBIT “G”

06/18/2012
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RECEIVED
0CT-26 2010

Gary R, Peacock, CPA PUDLIC SERVICES
3063 Johnzon Ave.
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-2818
Phone (714) 545-8661
Euniil. pescixckgrinol con

October 19, 2010

Mr. Peter Naghavi, Director
Department of Public Services
City of Costa Mesa

P.O. Box {200

Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1200

Re: Expansion of 405 Freeway through Costa Mesa
Dear Mr. Naghavi:

Thanks to you and Mr. Raja Sethuramen for both taking vour personal time to brief the Directors
and other members of Mesa North Community Association yesterday evening on the 405
Freeway Expansion project.

Tam sure every one using this streich of freeway would be in favor of improvements that
climinate to traffic compression caused by the lane reductions between the interception of the
605 Freeway and Harbor Blvd, T recall that when I lived in Laguna Beach some years ago, 1
would often avoid that stretch by taking Pacific Coast Highway to avoid the 405 cangestion.
Now that said, the widening will, no doubt, attract more traffic on the 405,

Since the added lanes would bring taffic closer to the sound walls, is it practical to raise their
height to deflect the insvitable exhaust funes from the traffic? If there are other wavs to reduce
the toxic emissions on the residents, I think that would be an important consideration. Afler all,
public health is a consequence that has ethical and financial costs to the public.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns,

Very truly yours,
/406 v

-
Gary Peacock

Ce: Colin MeCarthy
Fresident, MNCA
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: NAGHAVI, PETER

Sent: Manday, Movember 22, 2010 8:24 AN

Ta: ‘jacknpegdi@ca. rr.oom’

Ce: ROEDER, ALLAN; SETHURAMAN, RAJA
Subject: RE: 405 Expansion Project

Dear John and Margaret Higgins

Thank you very much for your emall and input with regards o proposed 1408 widening project.

While these alternatives are currently under review, no specific altemative has been selected as yet. Like you, many other
local residents have voiced their concerns with one or more atematives. Costa Mesa staff will collect all local concerns
and will submit them to OCTA for thelr information and record.

Thanks again for caring about our community

Peter Naghavi, Director
Dept. of Public Services
City of Costa Mesa, CA

—--Originai Message-—-

From: jacknpegd1@carr.com [mailtejacknpegti@ca.rr.ocom]
Sent: Saturday, November 20, 2010 220 PM

To: NAGHAW], PETER

Subject: 405 Expansion Project

Dear Mr Naghavi,

| write to protest Allernative 2 of the 405 Fresway expansion plan. This plan has a detrimental impact on Costa Mesa not
cnly through significant inconvience fo local ctizens but alse the potential for negative financial impact to the City. The
commurities south of the 405 from Euclid to Bristol would experience increased freeway noise as the lanes wouki be
pushed closer to the sound walls and neighborhoods (e.g., Gisler park sound wall). This plan would also make i more
difficult to trave! focally and would not make for convenient exiting of polential customers pazsing through the Gity.

This proposed 1-405 widening project provides insignificant and minimal bensfil to Costa Mesa residents and | encourage
you and our City Council to reject it.

Thank you,
John & Margaret Higgins
Costa Mesa Residents since 1091
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: NAGHAVI, PETER

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 8:33 AM
To: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: FW' Froposed 1-405 HOT plans

Peter Naghssi, Director
Dep. of Public Services
Clity of Costa Mesa, CA

From: The Stovers [mailto:calcs12249@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 8:04 AM

To: NAGHAVI, PETER

Subject: Froposed 1-405 HOT plans

The plans to add HOT lanes to access Toll-73 from and to 1-405 are ples of wasteful spending, and not
compatible for the ¢ ity with elevated ramping. (Work completed at the Fairview bridge across 1-405
caused traffic slowdowns far too long.)

Using private financing would benefit toll road users at the inconvenience to through traffic on 1-405. We are
accasional users of the toll road and find it used sparsely. Consider mare lanes from Seuth 55 to North 405
instead!

Corinne Stover

114222010

GL1 Continued
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: NAGHAVI, PETER

Sent:  Monday, November 15, 2010 8:31 AM
To: "rschowe173@aol.com’

Ce: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: RE: HOV-HOT LANES ON THE 405

Thank you and we will make sure to provide your comments to OCTA.

LPeter Naghavi, Director
Digppt, of Pirbiie Services
City of Costa Mesa, CA

Fram: rschowel73@an!.com [mailto:rschowe173@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2010 B:53 AM

To: NAGHAVI, PETER

Subject: HOV-HOT LANES ON THE 405

Dear Sir,

I think this project would place yet another burden upon those who use the 405
freeway cvery day to go to work. Taking away the regular Car Pool lane would
require those who need suelt a lane or its equivalent to pay for the privilepe which is
now free to those who are qualified to use the lane. I do not see how this could benefit
the City of Costa Mesa where I live.

Best regards,

Richard N. Schowengerdt
714-546-7357

1142272010
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA
From: NAGHAV!, PETER
Sent:  Thursday, October 28, 2010 10:.07 AM

To: ‘Steva F'

Ce: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: RE: 405 Widening Projest to add toll roads

Thank you for your email Steve.
We will forward yous email to OCTA.

Peter Naghavs, Drecior
Diepr. off Puilfe Services
City of Costa Mesa, CA

From: Steve F [maitto:beancounter-1@hotmail.com])
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 8:25 PM

To: NAGHAVI, PETER

Subject: 405 Widening Project to add toll roads

To Whom It May Concern:

As residents of the Halecrest track in Morth Costz Mesa, my entire family strengly opposes the proposed project
to widen the 405 freeway near Fairview to add 405 toll fanes and eliminate the car podl lane,

My family uses Gisler Park near the freeway daily to walk to including taking my grandson Monday through
Friday. The noise level even with the soundwall is already too much for the park and the homes next to the park,

We appose increased noise.

They just completed a $7 million project to widen the Fairview bridge. Now that money would be somewhat
wasled by additional construction which is a further Fairview traffic burden on our Costa Mesa community which
will not benelit by this new project.

Pleass do not do this and cancel this projedt.

Steve French {3058 Murray Lane, Costa Mesa 92626)
Maritza French

Verna French

Erike Browell

Dariele Tokarz (102 Pinon Tree Lane, Costa Masa 92627)

Matt Tokarz
Rowan Tokarz

112272010

GL1 Continued

SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: NAGHAVI, PETER

Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2010 10:05 AM

To: ‘stevem@iis1.net’

Ce: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: RE: Can 405 HOT Lane Funding be used {0 build Reverse Toll Booths?

Thank you for your email. We will certainty include this email as part of a general package to OCTA at some peirt.

I would however, like o make a comment about using "HOT" lane funds towards other things such as ped. Bridges...

At this time, there is no "HOT" lane funding available. The funding will cnly become a reality if thare is indeed a "HOT" lane
'n cperation that generates the funding source, such as sale of bonds etc...

Peter Naghavl, Director
Dept of Public Services
City of Costa Mesa, CA

——Criginal Message—-

From: Steve Marian| [mailto: stevem@iis1.net]

Sent: Wednesday, Oclober 27, 2010 5:47 PM

To: NAGHAVI, PETER

Subject Can 405 HOT Lane Funding be used to bui'd Reverse Toll Bopths?

Instead of demolishing perfectly gocd new bridges on the 405, why not use the CAL TRANS HOT Lane money to build
new WIDE pedestrian bridges that will attract pedestrians, bikes and golf carts. This will divert local iraffic off llrhe 405 at
rush hour and lower emissions,

Imagine being able to walk, bike or golf cart over a wide bridge from residential park areas to commersial i ]
bl P shopging areas
Metro goir:t and IKEA come to mind. Most residents would prefer to walk, bike or Golf Cart ail the time if it was safe and
enjoyable.

OCC students would also have a safe, enjoyable path to bike to school or to go off campus for lunch,

HOT Lane funding could also be used to create a fund for reverse”

1oil booths that dispense stere coupons with & hour time stamp on them to encowage bridge use to go shopaing al the
malls. Everyone wins, -

Cal Trans gels to build new bridges and toll basths and life in Costa Mesa gets uparaded.

The De?‘arll'lmem.ﬂf Transportation will convert our town into an carelessly planned inner-city if we just roll with the default
vision of the central planners in Sacramento and in DC. Was Costa Mesa made for the Freew, 5 {F
e P vy of was the Freeway

Best regards,

Sleve Mariani

3062 Murray LN

Costa Mesa, CA 82526
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SETHURAMAN, RAJA

From: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Sent:  Monday, November 22, 2010 8:26 Al
To: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Subject: FW: 405 MIS

From: mike brumbaugh [mailt:mibrum@att.net]
Sent: Friday, October 22, 2010 8:43 AM

To: SETHURAMAN, RAJA

Ce: NAGHAVI, PETER

Subject: Re: 405 MIS

Thank you gentlemen. Mike Brumbaugh

« The goal is to connect the 73 with the 605 freeway with additional lanes

The project cost is projected to be $1.7 billion

o Alternative 3 is the only one that impacts Costa Mesa

» Aliernate 3 adds two additional lanes to the 403 that will be "HOT" lanes (High
occupancy/toll lanes) and eliminates the car pool lane

The 405 would be widened for the additional lanes and would push the lanes closer
to the sound walls and neighborhoods (e.g. lanes closer to Gisler park sound wall)
and could increase traffic noise

The newly re-constructed Fairview Rd. bridge would have to be re-constructed
again to make it wider for the additional lanes under it. The I-405 widening project
that was completed almost 10 years ago was done for a traffic volume/speed
demand with a forecast year of 2020. The cost for the recent bridge widening
construction was 7 million dollars.

This proposed 1-405 widening project provides insignificant and minimal benefit to
Costa Mesa residents who travel the 405 locally. People who cumently travel the
toll roads daily from Costa Mesa to some destination may see the benefit.

It is not currently known where and if there will be a convenient entrance to the new
"HOT" lanes from our community. It may also be difficult to exit the "HOT"

lanes into our city.

EXHIBIT “J”

11/22/2010
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WE OPPOSE REVISED ALTERNATE #3 TO THE 405 FREEWAY IMIPROVEMENT PLAN

1. C? B s /) ‘&FM"M
signature -5// 3/aci)

Corinne P. Stover
1224 Conway Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
714-432-7371

o —
2. ]/9@’5(7/ ’%]7 M’I/
£ = Eiéﬂﬂture

téu/isce Stover

1224 Conway Avenue

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

714-432-7371

EXHIBIT “K”
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WE OPPOSE REVISED ALTERNATE #3 TO THE 405 FREEWAY IMPROVEMENT PLAN

o Hard Snandefs

Signature

Fred E. Merkle

1216 Conway Ave.
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
714-545-3798

- { ;o
LR L L
2 et lee {ofanane 7/ ;/L/z_,,a{x_(‘~
Signature

Julie Ann Merkle

1216 Conway Avenue
Costa Mesa, CA 92626
714-545-3798

EXHIBIT “L”
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Halecrest/Hall of Fame Resident Petition, January 28, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan
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We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan
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HalecrestiHall of Fame Resident Petition, January 29, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Imprevement Plan

3

—
natre ' iy o g 2 wr T

__ml. i - Street o Ty state| Zip Code Fhene emall Addrazz

o, e F ; & ; ! 3 Bz

b .\C v L 7357 Ak | Cagle Ahion JoR | ] e

L T )

Kandibyn 19 &iokel g 0.

i

vl S het il Can

—— wi.oF ;e - g -t e
ST LF AT v | Dok b [ 24

Rita% ﬁ......., i i , .-
g Cr G | e [P IR

r [ ~ i
ny bnoth e crs_.,.._.. al . ]

hﬁ o b1 B e, Hant P /
F ari mmm, -2 @.,\ acdendi | S0 e A Tleds G5 m&,x.&hﬁ&.ﬁ&%_\.&\1,
__

Halecrest/Hall of Fame Resident Pefition, January 28, 2041

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan
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HalecrestiHall of Fame Resident Petition, January 29, 2011 RECEIVED
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We oppose revised alternative 43 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan o
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Halecrest/Hall of Fame Resident Petition, January 29, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freaway Improvement Plan
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Halecrest/Hall of Fame Resident Petition, January 29, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freaway Improvement Plan

_n.a-_uﬂ.d
I

| . Sy City State| ZipCade | Phone it s
| Rpred ROmmiin ; B LIMERICE LAVE ] - —
RANDY RANIER | COTAMESA ol Gueid 106-5DY  rrareh G o
e LA m %\
Al el [3Y Coneellys for | b v e 040 2626| L 5e705) Mt 391 pi » Cpom
2 Z. b |12 F0 Cowuny $op| o . . | o nWW\ —
% , gz S Al e -
W\NMW%M = Ay _nmxk\na%%._
i e 22F Mot Ara ) I
1 \..\W.. ALl 3 fetr e y ) .\x 148) ] -
Netunt/ (o aers L Cem Mesi | Ca m&, Wi | esio@mac, demy
£ e | s [ -
5 3 22 | =
\Elgabeih Dicon 329 \ﬁ.ﬁiﬁk Ln. Laste %\\Mno« i | \M\M& .
Clapld Lpsg . q14 -
. 3128 Limerick ___n_:.w Cegta T__.»ba 35 Fagae N._‘_M.Mm
& = 70 :
Oy, & An 2037 Fevmhentlh .u___..w_ P Nl _\)f_r_..h.n;ﬁ S._,__ iu?ﬂ. Conq

Coshe Mag., _@fws&

pr - ~
Mitas ! ax g 08

1ayy Londonderyd]

Costa e |[CA [ Tubl

N ity qaﬁsmﬁrér_éméq__nbg

e, ks
A

qile Yoo

NH132122,

|
Cosien s mgx‘ Q33

- !
D% ¢ hhewrer

March 2015

R1-GL-29

[-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

GL1 Continued

GL1 Continued

Halecrest/Hall of Fame Resident Petition, January 29, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freaway Improvement Plan
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We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 _u_.!.:zﬂ___ Improvement Plan
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Hal fHall of Fame Resid Petition, January 29, 2011
We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan
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Hal Hall of Fame R Petition, January 29, 2011

We oppose revised alternative #3 to the 405 Freeway Improvement Plan
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GL1 Continued

Andrya N. Powers
3354 Nevada Ave.
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

July 16, 2012

To OCTA and CalTrans:
The following are my comments concerning the San Diego Freeway (1-405) Improvement Project.

| am against ALL options! | am against all of themn because they ALL include a new Ellis an-ramp which
will cause the sound wall in the Mesa Verde North area to he moved substantially closer to Residential
structures and therefore residents.

There appears to be no consideration for any recanfiguration of the current onramp at Ellis Ave. If the
described new on-ramp and/or current on-ramp could be reconfigured, | would support Option 1
because | know that Option 2 will be affecting the {Seal Beach) College Park Residents’ sound wall, too.

Fam not against the changes that need to be made to the Freeway, but | 2m when it actively affects
Citizens’ homes and guality of life both in the short and long term for no apparent reason.

Furthermore, | feel that the EIR as it currently stands is absolutely NOT complete and there is not
enough information for a final derision to be made in August. | feel that all passible alternatives to
adding the Ellis on-ramp have not been thoroughly explored. In addition, | feel that the enviranmental
impact on the Residents and to California Elementary and TeWinkle Middle Schools has not been
adequately researched. While these schools are not directly adjacent to the project, their school yard is
within 100 yards of the proposed construction in all 3 aptians.

Besides my specific concerns on the EIR, | do have questions included that | would like more information
about. If I need to submit those to another contact, please let me know. My further comments below
are all in relation to the Ellis an-ramp construction phase on all of the options.

Background Information:

From attending the Costa Mesa Hearing, the Fountain Valley Hearing, and the Costa Masa City Council
Meeting, | have learned that due to the Ellis on-ramp reconfiguration, the sound wall between my home
and the freeway will move 22 feet closer to my house. That will now be 5-5 feet from my property line.
A 15 foot retaining wall will be built and on top of that a 12 foot sound wall will be built. In addition, at
the Fountain Valley Hearing | spoke to an Engineer who said that my wall on my current property line
will be removed and a footer for the retaining wall will rieed to come partially into my praperty
(approximately 1 foot). He said they will need access to my yard. | have since spoke to Christina Byrne

GL1 Continued

and she said that when she looked into it she was told there will need to be a construction easement,
but the wall will not need to be rermaved.

Will access to my property be needed for this construction? If so, to what extent?

The On-Ramp Itself:

1.

What is the reason for the change to the on-ramp? From my understanding it is ta prepare for
the projected increase in traffic over the next 30 years. However, from what I cantell, all the
land surrounding is already built out. There is no anticipation of mare housing to be built. So
where would this increase in traffic on Ellis come from? And wouldn’t the additional lanes from
Magnolia and Brookhurst/Talbert also work toward reducing the Ellis traffic?

I CANNOT understand why even more lanes need to be added for this on-ramp south of the
Santa Ana River. There are already SEVEN lanes at that stretch of the freeway. It is one of the
widest stretches of the entire freeway. If the on-ramp needs to be added there has gottobea
way to do that within the current 7 lanes. | can't imagine that one on-ramp would cause the
need for a NINF lane freeway.

Has there been a traffic study done on where the traffic is coming from? Has there been a traffic
study on the impact of improved traffic circulation due to reconfigurations of Magnolia,
Broockhurst/Talbert and increased flow on the 405 itself?

a. After the freeway is widened at Magnolia, Brookhurst/Talbert, will there still be a need
to change the configuration? | can only assume that with easier access to the freeway,
Citizens would be more apt to take those on-ramps, thus, reducing the traffic on the Ellis
on-ramp.

I have observed the Ellis SB en-ramp during rush hour morning traffic and noticed that the main
reason there is @ backup is because of the “meter” light which restricts traffic entering the
freeway. Even though there are 2 lanes on the on-ramp and 2 entry lanes from Cllis, the traffic
Nas to stop even if their traffic light is green because the meter is not a llowing cars to enter the
freeway. Has changing the timing of the meter or changing it from 1 car per light to 2 cars per
light been considered? If this aption hasn't been tried, we should not be adding an Ellis on-ramp
until we have done so.

Has adding a third lane to the current on-ramp (to store more cars waiting for access to the
freeway) been a consideration?

Has adding additional lanes to the Magnolia and/or Brookhurst/Talbert on-ramp been
considered? it seems short-sighted to build an entire new ramp, move the sound wall, build
more freeway, build retaining walls and deal with the effects on Residents without adding on to
where construction is already occurring.

Itis interesting that the configuration was able to be done in a way to accommodate the
Sanitation District Driveway, but cannot be modified in a way to reduce the inconvenience and
negative effects it will have on the quality of life for the Mesa Verde North Residents.
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GL1 Continued GL1 Continued

. 1. Who will be responsible for maintaining the leftover 5-6 feet o right-of-way? It has yet to
Structure: be maintained for the last 10 months we've owned our home. We were constantly
inspecting it for the 9 months prior to purchasing it and there wwas no maintenance during
that time. According to the neighbors it has been several years since it has been
maintained. If it is this unimportant to maintain at approximately 27 feet, how can we
expect the 5-6 feet to be maintained? Most equipment won't €it an area of that size.

1. The houses in the Mesa Verde North Track are not like your standard single family residence
built in Costa Mesa. They have zero lot lines and several homes have a “back yard” that wraps
around the house in an Lor U formation. In addition, for several of these houses, like mine, this
means my house is 10 feet from the property line. Mcst houses in Costa Mesa have a full back
yard, ours do not. Because of the zero property line, instead of a fence between us and our

neighbor, we have a 10 foot wall which is actually the exterior side of our neighbor’s house, If Construction:
the sound wall is moved in this will create a dry hot terrarium-like environment due to the close
proximity of the houses in this area. 1. What hours and days of the week will construction occur? Our neighbor, who was living in his

house on Nevada Ave. when the current sound wall was built, said that construction most of the

@, Tunderstand that all structures will be physically within tha freeway right of way. time was around the clock. Large lights were brought in to do work at night and there were

However, have there been sufficient studies to discover if there is any potential for several sleepless nights.
damage to my house? There will be active construction and pile driving less than 15 2. Howlong is the construction from Maon Park to Harbor Blvd. expected to last?

feet from the actual structure of my home. | have heard from neighbars that when the 3. We just bought our house and unfor Iy this e ion was not disclosed. We still do not

tast sound wall was buiit several people experienced structural damage and cracked have blinds on most of our sliding glass doors. Will we lose all privacy? Will privacy screening

foundations. At the June 19" Costa Mesa City Council Meeting a resident living near the be provided?

Fairview Bridge experienced foundation issues when the bridge was re-built. 4. What pre-cautions will be taken during the period that access will be needed to my property?
b. it was explained to me at the Fountain Valley Hearing that due to the height of the a.  How long will construction that specifically needs access to my property last for?

How long will | need to tell my children they cannat play outside for?

Will my backyard/house be exposed to the freeway? Will motarists be able o see us?
Will there be tarps or will temporary fencing be provided?

How will my home and yard be protected from potential criminals?

How will my property be protected from snakes and other dangerous pests disrupted

retaining wall, part of the footer would actually have to come in to my property. Will
the foundation of my house have to be reinforeed? if a pool js put in too close, the
foundation of the house needs to be reinforced; 1 can anly imagine that would apoly to
supporting a freeway, too.

¢. Isitsafe to have a sound wall/retzining wall 15 to 16 feet from the physical building?
Wy children’s rooms are at that end of the house and will be the 15 to 16 feet from the
sound wall,

d. With the widening of the freeway and a 15 foot retaining wall being put in, that will
literally put the freeway above my house. Have there been studies done for the safety

=5 an

due ta the construction?
5. Children's lungs are still developing into their teens. Who do | call if my children develap
tung/breathing issues? What remedies will be provided to protect them against breathing the
dusty and polluted air during construction?

to the residents in this situation? What level of impact will be protected from 6. 1f you nced construction access to my property, how far into my property will your activities
penetration by the final Retaining Wall/Sound Wall? If, for example, a truck was to impact?
crash through the sound wall as planned, it will only have 15 feet to travel before hitting
my house. Since the wall is now closer to my house by 22 #. and saveral feet above my Compensation:
house, the trajectory of travel with no contact with the ground will most likely cause
the truck to land on top of my home. 1. What kind of compensation can we expect from a project like this?
e. Isthere a code or pre-determining distance a sound wall/retaining wall can be from a 2. How will we be compensated for our homes decrease in valye?
house? Does the City’s or State Building code dictate how far a house must be from b. What will be done to mitigate the extra heat that will be not only generated from the

wall itself that will be 22 feet closer to our home, but also fram the reduced airflow that
we'll experience due to the reduced cross sectional area of free wind movement.

c. Will there be new, tall landscape to act as screening and heat deflection? 1f 5o, will we
have a say in what is chosen?

such a structure?
f. The property line walls built are not very salid. They will probably not hold up to the
adjacent construction.

Malntenance:

h 2015
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=

How will we be compensated for the new view of 2 27-fo ot wall in our yard? will there
be mature and tall landscaping installed to camouflage the wall? I so, will we have a
say in what is chosen?

e. The property line walls built are not very solid. They will probably not hold up to the
adjacent construction. If they are damaged, will our property walls get replaced? Who
will pay for them? Will we have to find our own contract or to do this?

CITY OF COSTA MESA

CALFORNIA 926201200 PO DOK 1200

FROM THE OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

f. We have planter boxes with irrigation and landscape against our back wall. How will
this get replaced, repaired, etc.? We alse have large juniper trees; will those get moved August 27,2012
or replaced?

£ If the property line wall is removed and it afects the planter boxes, it will affect the Chairman and Board of Direclors )
concrete, as well. If the concrete needs to be repaired, will all of it in our backyard be gsrgné}fuﬁ?;r::x]gﬁ::?onatlnn Authority
replaced so it matches? Orange, CA 92863

h. How will we be compensated for any resulting damage to our house? What if we
experience cracks in our foundation? What if it causes our house to sink toward the

freeway? i i "

¢ Whatif we get cracks in our walls? The Orange Counly Transportation Authority (OCTA) recently unveiled a new
alternative, Alternative 3-A to the 1-405 Improvement Project. This altemative modified
Alternative 3 that included construction of a new mixed-flow lane, new High Occupancy

Dear Mr. Chairman and Board of Direclors:

i. What mitigation measures will be used to minimize the tonstruction dirt, dust, noise

and what standard will be used to determine the efficienc
v of those measures? :
i vl ) g : Vehicle {HOV) connectors belween SR-73 and I-405 Freeways, construction of a new
! domesti lebe Compensa.ted for the increase in dust., dirt, and pollen? Will there be a express toll lane between the SR-73 and |-605 Freeways and conversion of existing 1
omestic cleaning crew hired to help homeowners with the extra cleaning requirements HOV lane to express toll lane.
caused by your construction?
i, Who will be responsible if ’ . In Al live 3-A, the exp toll lanes are proposed to start north of Fairview Road
o :0 Elifieny VUU:&’ children develop asthma, breathing bridge. This is expected to ensure that the Fairview Road bridge is not impacted and
pi ms, or other medical issues? Who do | call, specifically? the construction of the 1-405/SR-73 direct carpool connectors is not part of the project.

The Cily of Cosla Mesa understands that this alternative will require a detalled traffic

k. My husband drives for a living and it is a safety issue for him and the public that he gets analysis as well as review of other environmental aspects and potential new issues

ample sleep. Can we be guaranteed no night disturbancas? ifh in si
! e needs to call in sick f i i i iew:
due to night construction how will we be compensated? The Cily offers the following concerns that will need to be addressed in lhe review:
I. What is the potential for temporary relocation? +  Alternative 3-A will resull in the existing seven free lanes (six mixed-flow lanes plus

) one carpool lane) section in Costa Mesa to be narrowed to five free lanes and two

limplore upon you to please look deeper into another alternative for the reconfiguration of the Eliis on- express loll lanes lo the north. While the express toll lanes will accommodate some

ramp that will not affect the Residents. traffic, this alternative is not expecled (o result in any significant relief to existing
congestion on the Costa Mesa side of the 1-405 Freeway, especially in lhe
northbound direction.

« There will be significant weaving as fraffic from the existing free camool lane
attempts to merge into the mixed-flow lanes and traffic from mixed-flow lanes
merges onlo the express toll lanes within the section of freeway in Costa Mesa, This
is compounded with SR-73/1-405 merge/weave traffic, which will result in significant
addilional congestion.

+ The addition of toll lanes north of Fairview Road will require inslallation of several
overhead signs in advance. This will result in wvisual impacts lo adjacent
neighborhoods which will need to be evaluated and presented.

* Impacts to Nevada Avenue residents remain with this option and will need to be
addressed through design exceptions.

L W
PHONC: (714) TS4-5285 « FAX (TM)TB48030 - TOO: [714) 58604 - wenocl eoala-mesa caus
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GL3

CITY of CYPRESS

5275 Orange Avenue, Cypress, Califorria 90630
Phone 714-229-6700 www.clcyprass.ca,us

GL2 Continued

OCTA Letter
RE: Allernative 3
August 27, 2012

Page 2
July 10, 2012
+ The express toll lanes do not provide the flexibility of continuous access carpool lane
that is proposed with Alternative 2. Ms. Smita Desh
« Allernalive 2 provides consistent lane designation and will provide the grealest s. 5mita Deshpande
benefit at a lower cost. Branch Chief - Caltrans District 12
“Attn: 405 DEIS/DEIR Comment Period”

2201 Dupont Drive, Suite 200

The City of Costa Mesa respectfully requests that OCTA and the Board of Direclors
Irvine, CA 92612

conduct due diligence to review the above concerns and conduct public outreach so the
community will have a clear understanding of the proposed project. This outreach and

review should oceur before any decisions are made on this alternative by the OCTA iect: -
Board or any of its committees. The Cily strongly feels that the impacts of Alternative 3- Sibyact ::?;g;n;‘; ;?1 ggfst E?S‘l"{@hl‘ﬂél‘ltal impact Statement/Environmental
A are different from any of the alternatives that were analyzed in the Environmental Broi port { } for the Proposed 1-405 Freeway Improvement
Impact ReportEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) prepared for the [-405 roject.
Improvement Project. Conseguently in order to meet legal requirements, there will be a

Dear Ms. Deshpande:

need for recirculation of EIR/EIS in order to solicit additional public input.

The City of Costa Mesa appreciates OCTA’s interest in addressing local agencies’ The City of Cypress staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact St "
Y al if atemen

concerns while formulating regional solutions and looks forward to conlinued Envirenmental Impact Report (DEIS/EIR) for th i
. . h X X act - the pro|
cooperation on this and other important projects. If you have any questions, please (Interstate 405) Improvement qu.e "y Alghough thefe g?:edh'jsan L_)lego Freeway
contact Ernesto Munoz, Public Services Direclor, at 714-754-5343. aqainst usi y _ > philosophical arguments
gainst using em_.f:ng nghl—af—_way for paid carpool lanes, it appears that the project
— wilt not adversely impact the City qf Cypress. We would request, as was done with the
previcus OCTA project, that funding be provided for any impacts found to the City's

lacal street systemn including traffic contral.

Eric R. Bever

If you have an i ing ‘hi ;
Mavor you have any qucstpns regarding this letter, you may contact me at (714) 229-6727.

Sincerely,

E: Costa Mesa City Council Q G : 4

Will Kempton, OCTA CEQ

Tom Hatch, CEQ .

Tom Duarle, City Altorney Douglas Hawkins, AICP
Planning Manager

Ermesto Munoz, Public Services Director
Raja Sethuraman, Transportation Services Manager Community Development Department

ce:  John Bahorski, City Manager
Doug Dancs, Director of Public Works/City Engineer and Acti i r
Community Development d eing Directer of

Doug Balley, Mayor
Prakash Narain, M.D., Mayor Pro Tem Phil Luebben, Coundl Member
Lerov Mills, Council Member Todd W. Sevmare, Counrtl Memher
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CITY OF FOUNTAIN VALLEY

'} CITY HALL 10200 SLATER AVENUE FOUNTAIN VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 92708

/ (714) 593-4410
Fax {714) 583-4454

Emalk: ray kromer @ fountainvallay.org

OFFICE OF CITY MANAGER

GL4 Continued

Ms. Smita Deshpande
July 17, 2012
Page 2 of 6

In Alternative No. 3, do the two intermediate access points currently included in the
design include acceleration/deceleration lanes? This isn't readily discernible in the
design drawings included. If not, what is their R-O-W impact? What is the operational

impact on capacity and throughput of the express lanes due to weaving and speed 4
differential between express lanes and general purpose lanes with regard to
July 17, 2012 ingress/egress when considering these two intermediate access points?
The need for legislation to allow for additional tolling authority has not yet been secured., 5
If not secured, Alternative No. 3 would not be viable.
Smita Deshpande, Branch Chief .
Caltrans District 12 Right-of-Way Impacts
: 405 DEIR-DEIS C eriod )
2231 ?‘)up ont Dr!:\).rg Suﬂuemzrggnt P Section 3.1.4.3 Environmental Consequences - acknowledges three (3) businesses are
Irvine. GA 92612 ! subject to full acquisition: however this Chapter fails to discuss the impacts resulting
d ) from the partial acquisition of the Mike Thompson's RV {(MTRV). Economic impacts 6
] ) y resulting from the partial acquisition of the MTRV site are nat analyzed. It should be
RE. 405 DEIR-DEIS Comment Period noted that MTRYV leases the site from the City of Fountain Valley. Lease revenues may
Dear Ms. Deshpande: also be impacted.
| ) ’ - o b : ] In the discussion regarding economic impacts to the City of Fountain Valley, the report
ZSEOS‘::.?&!Q B e Gy o Fourcain Vakee cbesfietions and uammenis regarding the I- fails to address fransient occupancy tax revenues lost as the result of the full acquisition 7
¥ of the Day’s Inn property.
Comments Regarding Alt, 2 vs. Alt. 3 The approximately $1 million in lost revenue to the City if businesses that are taken by
’ ; . : : full right-of-way acquisitions do not relocate within the City needs to be miligated. The
The City of Fountain Valley supports Alternative No. 2 as it provides more general report states the loss of revenues to the City “is usually minimal with businesses >3

purpose mainline capacity to further reduce congestion and cut-through traffic on

relocating within the same municipality and continuing to pay taxes after resettling”.

adjacent local arterials. 1 How is this assumption made? Are there facts to support the claim? What properties
Has there been any consideration given to extend Alternative 2 to SR-737 If not, will it have been identified for the relocation?

be considsred? ' Why can't the braided ramp design at the Warner/Magnolia interchange be eliminated in
The City of Fountain Valley disagrees with the statement that Alternative No. 3 provides favor of a condition similar to existing to avoid the need for full takes of property?

the greatest improvements. It is access restricted, costs to use it, and provides benefits 2 The City does not want to see right-of-way impacts created by Alternative No. 3 at the

to those who pay lolls while the General Purpose lane capacity s decreased to
accommodate the express lanes.

Alternative No. 3 only allows free use for HOV +3 vehicles whereas the current HOV
operation allows free travel for 2+ vehicles. Under Alterative No. 3 during peak
congestion periods even HOV +3 vehicles must pay 50% of normal tolls. For all others,
it costs 100% of normal tolls all the time.

Alternative No. 3 requires the conversion of a currently non-tolled HOV lane to a tolled
express lane. No alternative should take away existing lanes and require a toll to be
paid for use of those lanes.

following properties:

= Mike Thompson RV, the property on which the business operates is owned by
the City of Fountain Valley

= Truckee River Court in the Tiburon residential community

* Spencer Avenue

Will private parking lot reconfigurations be considered to offset/replace lost parking due
to property acquisitions? The City requests that this be included as mitigation to for
parking impacts.

10

March 2015

R1-GL-48

I-405 IMPROVEMENT PROJECT



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

APPENDIX R1 DRAFT EIR/EIS RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

GL4 Continued

Ms. Smita Deshpande
July 17, 2012
Page 30f 6

Alternative No. 3 proposes the acquisition of approximately 10’ along Spencer Avenue.
The report states 13 on-street parking spaces the project area could be lost but their
location is not identified (page 3.1.4.22). The acquisition from Spencer Avenue may
have an impact to parking on the north side of the street. Parking in this area is heavily
used by surrounding businesses.

Any excess R-O-W should be made available to the local agency within which the
property is located for first right of refusal for purchase.

Soundwalls

Soundwal!s should be modified beyond what is shown on the plans in the EIR
documents as follows:

On the north side of the freeway approaching Brookhurst Street, the City requests the
soundwall be extended further up the off ramp toward Brookhurst Street to fully shield
the homes immediately adjacent to this facility.

The City requests the soundwall along the north side of the freeway between Talbert
Avenue and Brookhurst Street be entirely constructed along the line of the existing
.residential property walls. This provides beiter sound protection for the residential
properties immediately adjacent to the I1-405. It also prevents the creation of an
attractive nuisance area which would be created if the soundwall was caonstructed
adjacent fo the freeway leaving the existing residential walls between which is a
drainage channel. This area would become an area for loitering and unwanted activity.

On the north side of the freeway approaching Magnolia Street, the City requests the
soundwall be extended further up the off ramp toward Magnolia Street to fully shield the
homes immediately adjacent to this facility.

Cn the south side of the freeway at the Talbert Avenue on-ramp, the City requests the
soundwall be extended to the end of the property of the multi-family homes near the
gore point of the on-ramp lo fully shield the homes immediately adjacent to this facility.

On the south side of the freeway approaching immediately after Slater Avenue, the City
requests the soundwall be extended from its current planned terminus further north
toward the Slater Avenue overcrossing to fully shield the view of the freeway from
Dolphin Avenue and the residential and high school land uses immediately adjacent.

On the south side of the freeway at the Warner Avenue on-ramp, the City requests the
soundwall be extended from the current 168" property wall adjacent to the recent KB
home development to the end of the residential neighborhood near the gore point of the
on-ramp.
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Construction Staging/Traffic Management During Construction

The City requests that the Talbert Avenue overcrossing construction be phased/staged "\

similar to Brookhurst, Magnolia, and Warner wherein the new bridge structure is
constructed in phases keeping traffic flowing on the bridge during all phases of
construction. Talbert Avenue is a critical east/west corridor and provides access to
Qrange Coast Memorial Hospital.

Provisions for emergency access up to and possibly including emergency access only
lanes need te be provided on all staged bridge constructions.

Similar to the provisions wherein no two consecutive interchanges will be closed, no two
consecutive bridges should be closed as well.

There should be provisions made to fund traffic signal timing support and resources to
assist local agencies in fraffic management and signal timing efforts during censtruction.

Local Street Designs

At the intersection of BrookhurstiTalbert, the creation of a 4" EB lane cannot be
accommodated east of Brookhurst except into the shopping center. How will this be
addressed? The creation of a 3 WB thru lane requires careful design to avoid R-O-W
impacts to residential properties near the intersection of Talbert/Mt. Coulter. Please
provide a detailed design for this entire intersection giving carsful consideration to the
above points.

Providing increased queue storage for westbound left turns at the intersection of
Slater/Brookhurst hes the potential for impacting median landscaping and access to
private properties. How will these impacts be addressed?

At the intersection of Warner/Magnolia how are dual lefts NB and three thru lanes SB
accommodated without R-O-W impacts?

Fountain Valley prefers to see the minimum width of sidewalks within Fountain Valley to
be six feet. Lane widths can be reduced to 11’ except curb lane widths must be 12' from
lane line to curb width. Please address these design criferia.

Coordination with a proposed improvement that will be ccmplete by the time the
construction of the 1-405 commences needs to be incorporated in the project planning.
This improvement is the construction of a right turn lane from Brookhurst Street into a
new Ayres Hotel. This lane begins right near Caltrans right-of-way on the narth side of I-
405 immediately adjacent to the existing NB offramp 2t NB Brookhurst Street.
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Utilities It should be noted that these comments are submitted by staff to adhere to the
e —— established public review comment period deadline of 5 pm on July 17, 2012. The City

Council has requested an opportunity to review the City of Fountain Valley comment 34
leffer to the 1405 DEIR/DEIS prepared by staff. However, the City Council will not be

meeting until 6 pm on July 17" As such should the City Council amend any of the
comments hoted in this letter we will inform you as soon as possible.

Utility relocations must maintain water and sewer operational throughout construction,

Also, fiber optic communications for signal interconnect must be preserved or relocated

during construction and then re-installed in the bridge cells for permanent installation. It

is critical to keep communications during construction to provide the best opportunity for 25
signal coordination, which will be greatly needed for the various Traffic Management

Plan (TMPs). Specifically, the City has fiber optics in the bridges at Brookhurst Street,

Magnolia Street, and Warner Avenue.

Sinceraly,

aymond HW

City Manager

The Utility Conflict Matrix table indicates the utilities that are in conflict with the 1-405
construction project as well as identifying the party responsikle for the cost. In no case 26
should the local agency be responsible for relocation costs. This is a project impact

which needs to be fully mitigated and paid for by the project. C:  City Council

Public Works Director

Visual/Aesthetics Planning Director

Visual impacts need to be addressed in a comprehensive manner while maintaining

sensitivity and identification of local communities along the corridor. A corridor-related
landscaping, bridge, and other amenities design needs to be developed that also 27
incorporates the unique characteristics and identifying landmarks of each local agency.

Other Comments

Best Management Practices (BMPs) for water quality purposes should be incorporated 28
into the landscape/visual theme.

There must be no impact to the flood plain designations due to construction, 29
Itis requested that all pilings be pre-drilled or augered to reduce noise and vibrations. 30

In Chapter 3, the document states the Fountain Valley Agency for Community
Development is responsible for redevelopment in the City and discusses the goals and

objective of the project area relative to the proposed Alternatives. AB1X28 has 31
eliminated redevelopment throughout the state.

The report states nighttime noise Is expected to avaid disruption to traffic during daytime
hours. The document does not discuss the nighttime construction noise and its impact
fo local noise crdinances.

32

The soils and geology chapter should discuss the potential impact from ground vibration

from construction activities such as pile driving. A mitigation measure should be 33
included te compensate homeowners near the project site for any potential property

damage occurring from excessive ground vibration.
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